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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 ,7,8 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Murayama et al in view of Lee'891 , for the reasons given in the Office Action 
mailed February 10, 2004. Applicant's argument, that Murayama et al does not teach or 
suggest an ammonia preparation process that includes circulating a cooling agent within 
cooling tubes concentrically surrounding respective catalyst tubes, is not convincing. 
Murayama et al disclose at col. 4, lines 53-55 that the cooling medium is introduced 
through a tube 1 9 to the inside of the shell 1 0 of the reactor. It is clear from Fig. 1 of 
Murayama et al that the cooling medium would surround reaction tubes 6, since the 
cooling medium is present in the space between tubes 6 and gas collecting tube 15. 
The area in shell 10 surrounding catalyst tubes 6 would be tantamount to "tubes". In 
any event, it would be obvious to surroundreaction tubes 6 of Murayama et al with 
cooling tubes, since one of ordinary skill in the art recognize that the essential teaching 
of Murayama el al is that the cooling medium surround reaction tubes 6, and that this 
could be accomplished in any known or conventional manner, such as by surrounding 
the reaction tubes with cooling tubes. 

Claims 2, 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Murayama et al in view of Lee '891 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
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of Lee '582. Lee '582 is relied upon as discussed in the Office Action mailed February 
10, 2004. 

Claims 3, 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Murayama et al in view of Lee '891 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of either Pinto or Porter. Pinto and Porter are relied upon as discussed in the Office 
Action mailed February 10, 2004. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Wayne Langel 
at telephone number 571-272-1353. a * 
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